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SUBJECT: The Five Day Pause (May 1965} 


The decision was made on May 10 , 1965 to have a brief pause 
in bombing attacks against North Viet-Nam. The pause was to be 
linked with Buddha 1 s birthday. Ambassador Taylor was informed of 
this decision and instructed to seek the concurrence of the GVN. He 
did so. The GVN (Prime Minister Quat) agreed. The next day (May 11) 
Secretary Rusk explained our position to Ambassador Dobrynin. We 
also instructed Ambassador Kohler in Moscow to see the DRV Ambassa- 
dor and convey a parallel message. The message was to be delivered 
orally but confirmed in writing with the request tS be transmitted to 
Hanoi. 

The message said: 

-- there would be no air attacks on North Viet-Nam beginning 
at noon Washington time, Wednesday, May 12 and running into the next 
week; 

-- the United States was acting in response to Suggestions 
from various quarters, including public statements by Hanoi repre- 
sentatives :t that there could be no progress toward peace while air 
attacks c ontinue d ; 

-- the United States was convinced the basic trouble in South- 
east Asia was “armed action against the people .ik the Government of 

South Viet-Nam by forces whose actions can be decisively affected from 
North Viet-Nam; 1 ^ 

" “ “ JrY?- “culd be .watching ' du r in g th e "pause for signs "of- * r s igni- 
fie ant_ reductions in such armed actions .V y 

We warned against the pause being misunderstood as an 
indication of weakness. 

We hoped there would be no such misunderstanding and that 
the halt in air attacks “may meet with a response which will permit 
further, and more extended suspension of this form of military action 
in the exoectation of ecualiv constructive actions hv the other side in 
the future. " 

Embassy Moscow contacted Hanoi’s Embassy by telephone 
but encountered difficulty in making a direct contact. The Ambassador 
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then made an appointment with Soviet Deputy Prime Minister Firyubin. 

We told the Russians we tried to deliver the message directly, but the 
North Vietnamese Ambassador did not wish to receive our Ambassador. 
The former suggested that we transmit the message through the Soviet 
Government. We had delivered a copy of the message to a North Viet- 
namese Embassy employee who had agreed to bring it to the attention 
of the Ambassador. The Russian, after hearing our statement, inter- 
preted it as a threat of renewed aggression against North Viet-Nam. 

Our Ambassador said he simply wanted the Soviets to transmit this 
m/essage to the DRV. Firyubin said he would report this request He 
npted they had no request from the DRV to provide this service. Later 
in the conversation, after he had received a written note from a 
colleague, the Russian official said the Soviet Government would not 
deliver the message. It was up to us to find n the most convenient way. n 
(A footnote: Firyubin did not return the text of our communication 

which the Ambassador had given him. Thus, both the North Vietnamese 
Embassy and the Soviets had a copy of our message though both refused 
officially to receive it. ) 

On May 14 we asked the British here if they could convey our 
message directly to Hanoi through their representative there. On May 13 
the message we had given the DRV Embassy employee in Moscow the day 
before was returned in a -plain evelope to our Embassy. 

Former Press Secretary Pierre Salinger was in Moscow at the 
time and was engaged by the Soviets in conversation relating to a 
possible Viet-Nam settlement. But the thrust of the Soviet position was 
thatAho^ight we wanted some graceful way to withdraw from Viet-Nam. 
The Salinger channel collapsed without producing results. The Soviets 
made it clear they could not afford to be middlemen in peace efforts and 
suggested using some East European country instead. 

In conversation with Secretary Rusk on May 15 in Vienna, 

Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko made it clear that the Soviets would 
not negotiate on Viet-Nam. 


On May 17 the British Consul General in Hanoi delivered a copy 
of our message to the DRV authorities. The message was returned to 
him the following day, May 18. In view of the negative, indeed hostile, 
reception by Hanoi to our approach, it was decided to resume bombing 
at about 0800 hours Saigon time May 18. 
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On May 19 the French Foreign office told us that Mai Van Bo 
had approached Quai the day before. Bo was quoted as saying that 
Hanoi’s four points were to be considered as working principles for 
negotiation rather than prior conditions. Bo claimed to be speaking 
with Hanoi’s authority. This information was conveyed to us officially 
by the French on May 20. 

Since the bombing resumed about 0100 on May 18 Paris time, 

Mai Van Bo's approach to the French came after the bombing had been 
resumed. Moreover we were not notified by the French, even informally, 
until the following day. 

During this pause Hanoi publicly restated its well known position 
on settlement, namely, the four points and US withdrawal, and Peking 
publicly criticized efforts to negotiate a settlement. 


William J. Jorden 
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